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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Claims 24-31 withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .142(b), 
as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or linking 
claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the reply filed 
on 10/26/05. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 5/5/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments, claims1-9 do not recite the limitations as 
argued "Loatman et al. does not appear to teach or suggest that either rules which were 
unsuccessfully ...are displayed to the user." In fact, as cited, any alternate rule, 
concerning claim 1 , other than the rules used in generating a constituent ... , displayed 
as a menu item is sufficient for this limitation. Claims 10-17, 20-23, 32 and 33, Loatman 
teaches the above argued subject matter, (Fig. 9b-his z as the bug point, and his 
variables "F0933" as alternate rules, also in fig. 19 his verification of the parse of "dirty"- 
those rules were not applied at all, thus interpreted as not successfully applied, once 
chosen they may be applied, successfully or unsuccessfully, C.45Jines 21-68). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding Hicken et al., "Hicken et al. has 
nothing to do with applying grammar rules to parse an input text to obtain a parse tree." 
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The Examiner cannof concur on several levels. Hicken provides a lexical 
analyzer/parser (Fig. 1 item 11), and further displays alternate grammar rules in the 
Examiners best interpretation of the claim 10 limitation "the menu items including an 
alternate grammar rules display item which, when activated, displays alternate grammar 
rules comprising grammar rules not successfully applied in generating the parse tree 
(C.4. lines 66-his parser, conventionally and inherently requires rules in parsing an input 
text, C.e.lines 34-44-his rule violations and "any violations found reported to user as 
error messages, and C.12.lines 12-17). Furthermore, the Examiner notes, applicant 
states, "Hicken et at. have nothing to do with rules that are used to generate a parse 
tree, but are only rules that are examined, given the already generated parse tree, ..." 
this argument remedied above, but also wherein the Examiner finds Hicken to be similar 
to the claim language, (i.e. claim 10), wherein an already generated parse tree, has it's 
rules, implied successful, and unsuccessful displayed, more specifically, the Examiner 
fails to see a difference. Furthermore, applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-17, 
20-23, 32 and 33 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 10 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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In claim 10, lines 13-18, "the menu items including an alternate, grammar 
rules display item which, when activated, displays alternate grammar rules 
comprising grammar rules not successfully applied in generating the parse tree." 
is unclear, as the Examiner is unable to detemnine whether the applicant intends 
whether the rules were not successfully applied, wherein there was an attempt to 
apply the rules, however, the attempt to apply the rules failed, or the rules were 
successfully applied, however were not successful in generating a parse tree. 
The successful application regarding the rules in generating the parse tree 
remains vague and unclear. For purpose of examination the Examiner interprets 
the alternate grammar rules to comprise grammar rules that did not successfully 
generate the parse tree. 

In claim 32, lines 1-3, "the alternate rules comprise rules unsuccessfully 
applied to the selected connecting point in generating the constituent" is unclear 
and confusing. In the first unclear aspect; were the rules unable to be applied to 
the connecting point in a failed attempt to apply the rules, or where the rules 
successfully applied to the selected connecting point? Yet failed to generate a 
constituent? In the second unclear aspect, claim 1 calls for rules in generating a 
constituent, and alternate rules, other than the rules in generating a constituent, 
however, unsuccessful applied rules are the same as the rules used in 
generating a constituent, they are simply unsuccessful rules. More specifically, 
the constituent has not necessarily been generated at any point in the claim, 
based on a possible negative determination, claim 1 , lines 8 and 9, "determining 
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whether a constituent was formed at said selected connecting point;" Therefore, 
unsuccessful applied rules are the same as the rules used in generating a 
constituent, which implies that the claim calls for alternate rules other than other 
rules which could be the alternate rules... (itself), wherein one is unable to 
decipher between successful and unsuccessful rules, because a constituent has 
never been generated. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claims 1 and 32 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 1 
and 32 are objected to as possibly being incomplete for omitting steps or elements, 
such omission amounting to a gap between the steps, or missing element. See MPEP 
§ 21 72.01 . More specifically: 

In claim 1 , after "other than the rules used in generating a constituent at the 
selected connecting point, "if the determination is positive" or "if a constituent was 
formed/generated at said selected connecting point", or similarly put. 
In claim 32, "Generating a constituent (with successful rules, if possible); and 
determining rules applied to a selected connecting point to be unsuccessful in 
generating a constituent, if applied to a selected connecting point, and failing to 
generate the constituent." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, nnore than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1-17, 20-23, 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Loatman et a! (Loatman, US 4,914,590). 

As per claims 1, 7, 8, Loatman et a! teach a method for analyzing and debugging 
natural language parses, comprising (figures 8A-16B): 

"Displaying a parse tree for a textual input, the parse tree being generated based 
on rules and comprising at least one connecting point having two children" (figure 8a, 
col, 36, lines 2 1-55, the complex sentence "Reagan warned... the strait" is parsed and 
the parse tree shown in figure 8a); 

"Receiving control input selecting one of said connecting points as a selected 
connecting point" (col. 36, line 56 to col. 37, line 25, a graphic debugging tool that is 
displayed allows the user to interact with the output of the parse and to select a node 
(connecting point) of the parse tree); col. 17, line 1 to col. 22, line 56, his system 
browser); 

"Determining whether a constituent was formed at said connecting point" (col. 37, 
lines 7-25, the leaf nodes represent the individual words of input which have been 
morphologically analyzed); and 

"displaying a plurality of display items proximate to said selected connecting 
point" (col. 37, lines 14-25, the user has bugged the node which hold the parse of the 
clause and a menu of that clause is displayed). 

"the display items including alternate rules, other than the rules used in 
generating a constituent at the selected connecting point" (Fig 9B-his F0933 variables 
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are interpreted to include alternate rules, also Fig. 19-his verification of the parse for 
"dirty" interpreted also as alternate rules, C.45. lines 65-68-his return to parse, C.45.lines 
20-64-his menu). 

As per claim 2, Loatman et al teach "receiving control input one of said plurality 
of menu..." (figures 10a-10b, the user interact with three window, col. 37, lines 30-54, 
col. 17, line 1 to col. 22, line 56, his system browser in particular section 2- 4. 1.3, col. 2 
1, lines 37-48 that recites pressing the right button, bring s a menu of graph editing 
options where a link / node can be deleted); 

"In response to receiving said control input for deleting said constituent , deleting 
said constituent" (col. 21 , lines 35-47, a node is deleted accordingly). 

As per claim 3, Loatman et al teach receiving control Input for selecting one of 
said plurality of display items for deleting said parse tree" (col. 22, lines 48-57, the 
DeleteLink Fn prompts for the From and To nodes from which delete the link and the 
graph (parse tree)). 

"In response.. .deleting constituent formed at each connecting point in said parse 
tree" (col. 22, lines 48-59). 

As per claim 4, Loatman et al teach "receiving control input selecting ..displaying 
information regarding said children of said selected connecting point" (figures 43A 
through 43D, col. 31, line 64 to col. 32, line 50, particulariy col. 32, lines 18-24); 

"Displaying information regarding said children of said selected connecting point" 
(figures 43A through 43D, col. 31 , line 64 to col. 32, line 50, particulariy col. 32, line 18- 
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24, his system browser can display all the parse showing the links (nodes) of parent and 
children). 

As per claim 5, Loatman et al teach displaying a first plurality of menu ... 
identifying a grammar rule applied at said selected point to form constituent" (col. 38, 
line 35 to col. 40, line 2 his grammar development example). 

As per claim 6, Loatman et al further teach wherein said control input selecting 
one of said connecting points as a selected connecting point comprises: " 

Receiving input from an input placing a pointer of a user interface proximate to 
one of said connecting point" (col. 17, lines 1-50, the user selects any displayed node to 
be operated on with a browser windows that acts as menus); and 

"receiving input representing an enabled state for the control of the input device" 
(col. 17, lines 1-40),. 

As per claim 9 , Loatman et al teach determining whether a constituent was 
formed at said selected connecting point comprises determining whether a rule was 
successfully applied at said selected connecting ..." (Col. 37, line 65 to col. 38, , line 
20). 

Claim 10 recites the limitations of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), and 
further recites the menu items including an alternate grammar rule display items which 
when activated , displays alternate grammar rules comprising grammar rules not 
successfully applied in generating the parse tree (fig. 19 his verification of the parse of 
dirty-those rules were not applied at all, thus interpreted as not successfully applied, 
once chosen they may be applied, successfully or unsuccessfully). 
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As per claim 11. Loatman et al teach receiving control selecting one of said 
plurality of nnenu items (col. 17, line 1 to col. 22, line 57, his system browser wherein 
when a node is selected, menus are displayed relate to examining and modifying things, 
provide database search and edit the window's graph); 

"in response to receiving user input... displaying a second plurality of menus item 
proximate to said plurality of menu items" (col. 17, lines 52-61 , a menu of the object slot 
is displayed , then when a slot is selected a menu of its facets will pop up). 

As per claims 12- 16, Loatman et al teach receiving control input selecting, 
activating the alternate grammar rules display item... connecting point; (figure 9b, Fig. 
19),. and 

"displaying a first group of rules comprising all of the rules that may be applied at 
said selected connecting point of said constituents of said connecting point" (figure 9b, 
col. 11, line 10 to col. 12, line 12). 

As per claims 17, 20-23 and 32-33, Loatman et al teach receiving control input 
activating the alternate grammar rules display items for displaying a group of alternate 
rules applied at said selected connecting point that did not successfully form a 
constituent at said selected connecting point and displaying of alternate rules (figure 9b- 
his z as the bug point, Fig. 19-his "dirty not recognized" and verification as successful 
and unsuccessful determination, col. 45, lines 21-68). 

Conclusion 

9. . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Freiling et al. (US 4,816,994) teaches interactive rule based parsing, 
Including displaying alternate njles, other than the rules used in generating 
a parse. 

Yokogawa (US 5,225,981) teaches user interactive parsing and 
debugging natural language input. 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lamont M. Spooner whose telephone number is 
571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571/272-7602. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ims 
1/8/06 




